Michigan Reading Journal
Volume 14

Issue 2

Article 16

October 1980

What's New with State Assessment?
Charles Peters
Edward Roeber

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/mrj

Recommended Citation
Peters, Charles and Roeber, Edward (1980) "What's New with State Assessment?," Michigan Reading
Journal: Vol. 14 : Iss. 2 , Article 16.
Available at: https://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/mrj/vol14/iss2/16

From The Teachers & Writers Guide to Classic American Literature, edited by Christopher Edgar and Gary Lenhart,
2001, New York, NY: Teachers & Writers Collaborative. Copyright 2001 by Teachers & Writers Collaborative.
Reprinted with permission.
This work is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@GVSU. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Michigan Reading Journal by an authorized editor of ScholarWorks@GVSU. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@gvsu.edu.

WHAT'S NEW WITH
STATE ASSESSMENT?
Charles Peters
Edward Roeber
Charles Peters is Secondary Reading
Consultant, Oakland Schools
Dr. Roeber is Supervisor of the Michigan
Educational Assessment Program
This fall the 4, 7, and 10 grade
Michigan Educational Assessment
Tests were changed. Since the revisions are significant, Dr. Edward
Roeber and I thought it might be of
interest to MRA members to learn
what those changes are. Rather than
write a lengthy article, we have instead responded to a number of
questions which are frequently asked by teachers when they learned
that the tests have been revised.
Ed is currently Supervisor for
MEAP and represented the
Michigan Department of Education
during the revision process, while I
represented the Michigan Reading
Association. The views expressed by
Ed and me are our personal perceptions and not those of the organizations or institutions we represent.
1. What is new with the state assessment program this year?

Several things are different
this year. First, new tests for the
revised reading and mathematics
performance objectives have been
used. The revised objectives are a
result of the past years of experience
measuring the original set of objectives. Second, the reading tests contain measures of about 50% more
reading performance objectives.
Third, only three items are now used
to measure each objective.
Although only three items are used,
the new test is of equal difficulty to
the old test.
E.R.

C.P.
There are a number of
substantial differences between the
original state assessment test and
the revised version. First, the objectives are more consistent with MRA's
definition of comprehension. Second, the revised test is more reflective of the variety of materials and
skills needed to comprehend
printed materials at all levels. Third,

the revised test has attempted to address affective, as well as cognitive,
dimensions of the reading process.

of comprehension. The old test
made such an assumption. The
revised test does not.

2. Whew! There is a lot that's new
this year. Let's take this one at a
time. Why were the tests changed?

3. How were the tests changed?

After using the same set of
objectives for severals years, we
began to realize that the sets of skills
needed to be revised. First, there
were skills which had become more
important in the subject areas since
the sets were developed. Second,
there were skills which were not included. Third, there were some
areas which needed to be emphasized and other which should have
been deemphasized.
E.R.

C.P.
From MRA's perspective
there were a number of reasons why
the test was changed. First, there
were serious questions as to the
validity of the old test. It appeared
to many reading specialists that the
original test was more reflective of
the language arts process rather
than the reading process. Second,
many of the passages on the original
test seemed contrived and did not
adequately reflect the type of
material found in most classrooms.
Third, there was no attempt made to
establish a balance between the
various levels of comprehension-literal, inferential, and
critical. In fact, on the revised test
any skills are measured at both the
literal and inferential levels of comprehension (see The Michigan
Reading Journal, Volume 11, No. 3
pp. 96-98, for a complete copy of the
revised reading objectives). This
was done in order to provide
teachers with information pertaining
to whether students can function at
both levels rather than assume that
mastery of a skill implies successful
application of the skill at both levels
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Four school districts (Niles,
Pontiac, Washtenaw ISD - Ann Arbor - Willow Run, and West Ottawa)
were selected to write test items.
Classroom teachers and reading
specialists worked on the tests in
1977-78. The tests were edited and
tried out in a number of classrooms.
Then the test items were validated
statewide in the Fall 1978 MEAP.
The Hems were thoroughly reviewed
and then the final test was validated
in the 1979 MEAP within a statewide
sample of Michigan schools.
E.R.

4. What role did MRA play in the
revision of the test?

C.P.
MRA was quite heavily involved in all phases of the revision
process. It helped write the definition of reading upon which the current objectives are based. It helped
formulate the new objectives. It
entered into a contract with MDE to
supervise item writing, evaluate the
items, assist the pilot testing, and
participate in the equating process.
5. Specifically what were some of
the revisions?

C.P.
MRA had several major
concerns when it participated in the
revision process. Most of these
issues were addressed in the item
specifications that were developed
for the test. For example, the difficulty levels of the passages, items,
and distractors were controlled. The
length of passages, content of
passages (i.e., narrative, expository, functional and instructional material), and the type of
questions (literal, inferential, and
critical) were also controlled.

6. Are the tests valid and reliable?
E.R.
Yes, we feel the tests are
both valid and reliable. Validity is
established by making certain that
the items measure what they are
supposed to measure. There have
been extensive tryouts, reviews, and
revisions of the tests over the past
three years. Hundreds of teachers,
specialists, and measurement experts were involved in developing
and reviewing the tests.
Even though the tests are shorter,
the internal consistencies (KR-20's)
are nearly as high as for the fiveitem tests. They certainly are high
enough.

7. How are the new tests and old
tests related? Are the new tests
harder or easier?
E.R.
Both the old and new tests
can be considered tests of the
minimum skill levels. When a decision was made to revise the tests, a
decision was also made that the new
tests would be of the same average
difficulty level as the old tests. The
average percent attainment of the
objectives on the new and old tests
are nearly identical. Both tests produce comparable proportious
results (percentages of students attaining 0% to 24%, 25% to 49%,
50% to 74%, and 75% to 100% of
the objectives tested). Finally, the

correlation between number of objectives attained on the old and new
tests is remarkably high. Therefore,
it can be said that the two tests do
produce quite similar results.
8. Speaking of results, was any new
information reported this year?
E.R.
As mentioned earlier, the
skills which make up each skill area
have been more carefully defined
through the item specifications.
Therefore, the skill area reports are
more meaningful this year. Second,
there are twelve items which
measure the recency of certain
reading behaviors of students.
Because there are no correct
answers to questions such as "When
did you last ask your teacher for
something extra to read on a topic
you were studying in school?" objective attainments were not
reported on these four objectives.

9. Do you think the new tests will be
more useful than the old tests?

C.P.
Yes, in light of my previous
comments, I think new tests will be
much more useful. Not only is the
reading process systematically
defined, but the new test is also a
much more precise measure of the
comprehension process. As a result,
I think classroom teachers will find
the results more useful.

10. What is the relationship between
the reading objectives and the instructional process? What about the
secondary level?

One of MRA' s primary
concerns when revising the state
assessment test was that it must be
closely related to the instructional
process. In order to ensure that such
a relationship existed, MRA felt that
the objectives should be consistent
at all levels, that the content should
be appropriate for all levels, and
that the skills required to extricate
meaning from print should be consistent with those in most instuctional programs. I believe the new
test has done all of the above; and as
a result, teachers will find the information provided on these tests more
useful in instructional planning.
In regard to the secondary level, I
believe the 7th and 10th grade tests
are much more reflective of the instructional process. For example,
objectives that solely deal with the
language arts process have been
deleted in favor of reading objectives that are more general in nature
and thus have a greater degree of
application to such areas as social
studies and science. In fact,
material from English, math,
science, and social studies textbooks was used on the test.

C .P.

A SURVEY OF THE MEMBERSHIP
The Michigan Reading Association
Research Committee Report
Some months ago the Michigan
Reading Association's Research
Committee presented a questionnaire
to the 2,200 members of the
Michigan Reading Association
(MRA), the state affiliate of the International Reading Association
(IRA). The questionnaire was
developed by the Research Committee to afford MRA a demographic
survey of its membership. The final

draft was a modified version of a
form sent by IRA to survey its
membership in June, 1978. Approximately 1,200 members (55 percent
of the membership) returned the
questionaires for analysis.
The data yielded descriptive information about the MRA membership with respect to the following
categories: ethnic background, sex,
age, education, experience, assign-

ment, occupation, professional interests, affiliation, research. In addition, the categories of occupation
and professional interest were compared to the variables of experience
and education. Implications were
drawn from the demographic and
comparative analysis, as well as
from the membership's response to
the format of the questionnaire.

Members of the Research Committee responsible for the preparation of this report include Dr. Barbara Burke, Chairperson; Rosalind Braden; Arthur M. Enzmann; Sterling
Jones; and Dr. Carol Stenroos. Special recognition is given to Dr. Stenroos for prepartion of the intial draft.
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